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EPA'a former research director. Dr. Erich Bretthauer, recently lamented that the 
agency too often pays more attention to media headlines than to scientific evidence. At 
the briefing following the press release of the ETS report; Dr. Bretthauer acknowledged 
that the EPA'a $ 26 billion cost estimate for Clean Air Act hnplexnentatlon may 

prevent fewer than 100 lung cancer cases a year, and perhaps none at all This is a 
typical example of over-regulation by EPA. without credible scientific support 

Indeed, the Agency's staff disclosed its predisposition with respect to ETS long 
before foe report was even drafted In 1989 EPA disseminated a so called "fact sheet* 
asserting that ETS was a known cause of lung cancer and other diseases. The same 
claim was made in a 1990 draft policy guide aimed at banning smoking In workplaces. 
In its final report itself, the agency has no hesitation in writing that its analysis was 
based " on the a priori hypothesis.. .that a positive association exists between exposure 
to ETS and lung cancer" (1, page 5-2). 

The agency and its Science Advisory Board conceded that EI5 could be classified 
as a Group A carcinogen only by disregarding foe agency's guidelines for carcinogen 
assessment - guidelines that are carefully worded according to firmly held scientific 
principles. In a telling statement, the SAB panel reviewing foe ETS risk assessment 
declared: If the guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment can be used to cast doubt 
on a finding that inhalation of tobacco smoke by humans causes an increased risk of 
lung cancer; the situation suggests a need to revise foe guidelines." (SAB report; page 
28). 


A first requirement of EPA'a guidelines — and also an Intuitively c o r re c t one — is 
that foe substance considered be positively identified. However, what Is EPA dealing 
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statistical "confidence Interval" from the standard 5% margin usually posted — and 
employed In early draft# of the EPA rep ort - to a 10% margin. Naturally, as if by magic 
the results became statistically significant Yet what any self respecting scientist would 
perceive here Is not confidence Intervals, but rather a confidence game. 


There is more. Two new and large US studies published prior to the release of 
the ETS report would have made the pooled result statistically not significant — even 
under the relaxed standards adopted by the EPA. The agency simply ignored these 
studies. It also ignored that 12 out of 14 epidemiologic studies of ETS In workplaces 
failed to detect any elevation of lung cancer risk. 

$ 

Some would argue that statistical significance is open to interpretation. Still, In 
epidemiology the 5% standard Is universally prescribed as a minimum requirement 
Tltis is especially true for epidemiologic studies of potential low level daks for lung 
cancan which are notoriously difficult to conduct and interpret For instance, there is 
firm evidence that differences in diet physical activity, disease experience, 
socioeconomic status, occupation, and other variables can influence the small reported 
association between marriage to a smoker and risk of lung cancer. One cannot look at 
ETS alone, as the agency has done. It is as if police came upon a disturbance involving 
several people, but arrested only one because he looked" suspicious. 

Tb c o nfirm EPA's fixation on ETS, consider only that the agency dismissed the 
epidemiologic evidence on electromagnetic fields, even though 20 of some 40 available 
studies were statistically significant and repor ted cancer risks substantially larger than 
those attributed to ETS. 

Tima, EPA's claim that ETS causes 3000 lung cancers a year is a political figment 
of Imagination supported by unw ar r an ted assumptions, selective use of data, artful 
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be allowed to act a rb i tr a rily. At the very least, it should be requited to obey generally 
accepted norma of scientific evidence and conduct norms that are independently 
justified by their transparent and rational fairness, and their timeless ethical values. The 
EPA report on ETS fHes in the face of die standards of conduct that scientists are 

required to observe. By any fair measure, the report lays open a reprehensible policy of 
abuse. 


Mr Chairman, that concludes my statement I will be happy to answer your 
questions. 
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